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DETAILED ACTION 

This Final Office action is in response to amendments filed November 3 rd , 2006, 
in which claims 12 and 16-19 were amended. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: It appears the 
applicant mistyped the word "member" as "ember" in claim 1 , line 9. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 12- 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reynolds (US 6,098,750) in view of Powell (US 6,138,327). 

Regarding claims 16-19, Reynolds discloses a net (60) along a support member 
(20,30,40,50), with a given diameter, a plurality of fasteners (95), a safety net (60), 
being of rectangular shape (Figure 1), having a border (perimeter of 60), the border 
being stretched along the support member and fastened to the support member. 
Reynolds fails to disclose a lock or rubberized sleeve about the fasteners. 

Powell teaches a strap (10), having a first end (12), with a lock (22), a rubberized 
sleeve (18), and a second connecting end (14) that when pulled tight creates a variably 
constraining diameter, providing the user with an adjustable fastener. Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill, to use the straps provided by Powell, 
to connect the net to the support member provided by Reynolds, in order to offer a strap 
that locks to a given diameter and provides additional gripping support with the 
rubberized sleeve. 

Regarding claims 12-15, it is inherent that the apparatus made obvious by the 
above combination would be assembled using the method described in applicant's 
claims. Therefore, applicant's claims 12-15 are rejected as being inherently part of the 
above mentioned inventions. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 3 rd , 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. The Applicant argues that the Examiner failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obvious by not presenting the motivation to combine the references 
presented, not establishing a reasonable expectation of success and not presenting a 
combination that teaches or suggests all the claimed limitations. The Applicant also 
accuses the Examiner of hindsight repeatedly throughout the arguments submitted. 

In response to applicant's argument that the combination references does not 
teach each and every claim limitation, the Examiner encourages the applicant to review 
the rejection based above, and observe that the combination does indeed teach each all 
the claim limitations. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
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hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Reynolds et al. 
disclose fasteners, for attaching a net to a support, the fasteners being "spring snap 
links, or the like " (Reynolds, Specification, column 2, line 37), suggesting the specific 
fastener type can be varied, as long as it performs the same function as the suggested 
spring snap links. Powell et al. teach a strap, having a rubberized sleeve, intended for 
binding items together, having a lock that can be adjusted depending on the size of the 
of the object the strap is wrapped around. The strap of Powel et al. is designed to 
provide security necessary for its function (Powell et al., Specification, column 1, lines 
40-41), as well as flexibility and yieldability via the rubberized sleeve (Powell et al., 
Specification, column 1 , lines 36-37), clearly teaching that the strap is intended for use 
in binding and locking around a variety of sizes of objects. Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art; to attach the net of Reynolds et al. with a 
lock fastener, as taught by Powell et al. enabling the net to be attached to a variety of 
sizes of support members. For that same reason, it would be expected that the 
combination, as advanced above, would provide for a reasonable expectation of 
success, as it the combination is adaptable to lock to a variety of different sized objects. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references presented are 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for 
rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, as advanced in the rejection above, he structural 
elements of Reynolds et al. is analogous to the applicant's claimed invention as 
Reynolds et al. discloses a rectangular safety net, having a border, supported along a 
support member, with a given diameter by a plurality of fasteners, the border being 
stretched along the support member and fastened to the support member. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., the net has no sag) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Colleen M. Quinn whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6289. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5:00PM Monday - 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on (571) 272-6777. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



CMQ 
11/17/06 



^-Peter M.Cuomo 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 

Technology Center 3600 



